


1NC UTIL


I value morality, per the term ought in the resolution and defined as principles 
concerning right and wrong or good and bad behavior

The standard is maximizing expected well-being. Prefer:

Pleasure and pain are intrinsically good and bad and explain all our actions.                                 
Moen 16 Ole Martin Moen, PhD, professor of philosophy at University of Oslo. “An Argument for Hedonism.” Journal of Value Inquiry, 

Volume 50, pp.267-281. AHS/mhg                                                                                                                                      
Let us start by observing, empirically, that a widely shared judgment about intrinsic 
value and disvalue is that pleasure is intrinsically valuable and pain is intrinsically 
disvaluable. On virtually any proposed list of intrinsic values and disvalues (we will look at some of them below), pleasure is included among the intrinsic 

values and pain among the intrinsic disvalues. This inclusion makes intuitive sense, moreover, for there is 
something undeniably good about the way pleasure feels and something undeniably 
bad about the way pain feels, and neither the goodness of pleasure nor & Ole Martin 
Moen o.m.moen@ifikk.uio.no 1 Centre for the Study of Mind in Nature, Department of 
Philosophy (IFIKK), University of Oslo, Box 1020, Blindern, 0315 Oslo, Norway 1 By 
‘‘value’’ I mean prudential value. Presumably, however, those who believe that all value is value simpliciter will also find my argument 

useful. I do not discuss moral value. 123 J Value Inquiry (2016) 50:267–281 DOI 10.1007/s10790-015-9506-9 the badness of pain seems to be exhausted by the 

further effects that these experiences might have. ‘‘Pleasure’’ and ‘‘pain’’ are here understood inclusively, as 
encompassing anything hedonically positive and anything hedonically negative.2 The 
special value statuses of pleasure and pain are manifested in how we treat these 
experiences in our everyday reasoning about values. If you tell me that you are heading for the convenience store, I 

might ask: ‘‘What for?’’ This is a reasonable question, for when you go to the convenience store you usually do so, not merely for the sake of going to the 
convenience store, but for the sake of achieving something further that you deem to be valuable. You might answer, for example: ‘‘To buy soda.’’ This answer makes 
sense, for soda is a nice thing and you can get it at the convenience store. I might further inquire, however: ‘‘What is buying the soda good for?’’ This further 
question can also be a reasonable one, for it need not be obvious why you want the soda. You might answer: ‘‘Well, I want it for the pleasure of drinking it.’’ If I then 

proceed by asking ‘‘But what is the pleasure of drinking the soda good for?’’ the discussion is likely to reach an awkward end. The reason is that 
the pleasure is not good for anything further; it is simply that for which going to the 
convenience store and buying the soda is good.3 As Aristotle observes: ‘‘We never ask [a man] what his end is in being 

pleased, because we assume that pleasure is choice worthy in itself.’’4 Presumably, a similar story can be told in the case of pains, for if someone says ‘‘This is 

painful!’’ we never respond by asking: ‘‘And why is that a problem?’’ We take for granted that if something is painful, we 
have a sufficient explanation of why it is bad. If we are onto something in our everyday 
reasoning about values, it seems that pleasure and pain are both places where we reach the 
end of the line in matters of value. Although pleasure and pain thus seem to be good 
candidates for intrinsic value and disvalue, several objections have been raised against this 
suggestion: (1) that pleasure and pain have instrumental but not intrinsic value/disvalue; (2) that pleasure and pain gain their value/disvalue derivatively, in 

virtue of satisfying/ frustrating our desires; (3) that there is a subset of pleasures that are not intrinsically valuable (so-called ‘‘evil pleasures’’) and a subset of pains 
that are not intrinsically disvaluable (so-called ‘‘noble pains’’), and (4) that pain asymbolia, masochism, and practices such as wiggling a loose tooth render it 
implausible that pain is intrinsically disvaluable. I shall argue that these objections fail. Though it is, of course, an open question whether other objections to P1 
might be more successful, I shall assume that if (1)–(4) fail, we are justified in believing that P1 is true.




That outweighs---[1]Governments use util to make policy decisions---with so many 
variables the only thing they can do is work to make people’s lives net better

[2] Threats to bodily security make it impossible to make decisions under any other 
framework --- we always act to preserve well-being. Means util is a prerequisite. 

And stopping extinction comes first under any framework 

Pummer 15 [Theron, Junior Research Fellow in Philosophy at St. Anne's College, University of Oxford. 
“Moral Agreement on Saving the World” Practical Ethics, University of Oxford. May 18, 2015] brett


There appears to be lot of disagreement in moral philosophy. Whether these many apparent 
disagreements are deep and irresolvable, I believe there is at least one thing it is reasonable to agree on 
right now, whatever general moral view we adopt: that it is very important to reduce the risk that all intelligent beings 

on this planet are eliminated by an enormous catastrophe, such as a nuclear war. How we might in fact try to reduce such existential risks is discussed elsewhere. My claim here is only that we 
– whether we’re consequentialists, deontologists, or virtue ethicists – should all agree that we should try to save the world. According to consequentialism, we should maximize the good, 
where this is taken to be the goodness, from an impartial perspective, of outcomes. Clearly one thing that makes an outcome good is that the people in it are doing well. There is little 
disagreement here. If the happiness or well-being of possible future people is just as important as that of people who already exist, and if they would have good lives, it is not hard to see how 

reducing existential risk is easily the most important thing in the whole world. This is for the familiar reason that 

there are so many people who could exist in the future – there are trillions upon trillions… upon trillions. There are so 
many possible future people that reducing existential risk is arguably the most important thing in the world, even if the well-
being of these possible people were given only 0.001% as much weight as that of existing people. Even on a 

wholly person-affecting view – according to which there’s nothing (apart from effects on existing people) to be said in favor of creating happy people – the case for reducing existential risk is 
very strong. As noted in this seminal paper, this case is strengthened by the fact that there’s a good chance that many existing people will, with the aid of life-extension technology, live very 
long and very high quality lives. You might think what I have just argued applies to consequentialists only. There is a tendency to assume that, if an argument appeals to consequentialist 
considerations (the goodness of outcomes), it is irrelevant to non-consequentialists. But that is a huge mistake. Non-consequentialism is the view that there’s more that determines rightness 
than the goodness of consequences or outcomes; it is not the view that the latter don’t matter. Even John Rawls wrote, “All ethical doctrines worth our attention take consequences into 
account in judging rightness. One which did not would simply be irrational, crazy.” Minimally plausible versions of deontology and virtue ethics must be concerned in part with promoting the 
good, from an impartial point of view. They’d thus imply very strong reasons to reduce existential risk, at least when this doesn’t significantly involve doing harm to others or damaging one’s 
character. What’s even more surprising, perhaps, is that even if our own good (or that of those near and dear to us) has much greater weight than goodness from the impartial “point of view of 
the universe,” indeed even if the latter is entirely morally irrelevant, we may nonetheless have very strong reasons to reduce existential risk. Even egoism, the view that each agent should 
maximize her own good, might imply strong reasons to reduce existential risk. It will depend, among other things, on what one’s own good consists in. If well-being consisted in pleasure only, it 
is somewhat harder to argue that egoism would imply strong reasons to reduce existential risk – perhaps we could argue that one would maximize her expected hedonic well-being by funding 
life extension technology or by having herself cryogenically frozen at the time of her bodily death as well as giving money to reduce existential risk (so that there is a world for her to live in!). I 
am not sure, however, how strong the reasons to do this would be. But views which imply that, if I don’t care about other people, I have no or very little reason to help them are not even 
minimally plausible views (in addition to hedonistic egoism, I here have in mind views that imply that one has no reason to perform an act unless one actually desires to do that act). To be 
minimally plausible, egoism will need to be paired with a more sophisticated account of well-being. To see this, it is enough to consider, as Plato did, the possibility of a ring of invisibility – 
suppose that, while wearing it, Ayn could derive some pleasure by helping the poor, but instead could derive just a bit more by severely harming them. Hedonistic egoism would absurdly imply 
she should do the latter. To avoid this implication, egoists would need to build something like the meaningfulness of a life into well-being, in some robust way, where this would to a significant 
extent be a function of other-regarding concerns (see chapter 12 of this classic intro to ethics). But once these elements are included, we can (roughly, as above) argue that this sort of egoism 
will imply strong reasons to reduce existential risk. Add to all of this Samuel Scheffler’s recent intriguing arguments (quick podcast version available here) that most of what makes our lives go 
well would be undermined if there were no future generations of intelligent persons. On his view, my life would contain vastly less well-being if (say) a year after my death the world came to an 
end. So obviously if Scheffler were right I’d have very strong reason to reduce existential risk. We should also take into account moral uncertainty. What is it reasonable for one to do, when 
one is uncertain not (only) about the empirical facts, but also about the moral facts? I’ve just argued that there’s agreement among minimally plausible ethical views that we have strong reason 
to reduce existential risk – not only consequentialists, but also deontologists, virtue ethicists, and sophisticated egoists should agree. But even those (hedonistic egoists) who disagree should 
have a significant level of confidence that they are mistaken, and that one of the above views is correct. Even if they were 90% sure that their view is the correct one (and 10% sure that one of 
these other ones is correct), they would have pretty strong reason, from the standpoint of moral uncertainty, to reduce existential risk. Perhaps most disturbingly still, even if we are only 1% 
sure that the well-being of possible future people matters, it is at least arguable that, from the standpoint of moral uncertainty, reducing existential risk is the most important thing in the 
world. Again, this is largely for the reason that there are so many people who could exist in the future – there are trillions upon trillions… upon trillions. (For more on this and other related 
issues, see this excellent dissertation). Of course, it is uncertain whether these untold trillions would, in general, have good lives. It’s possible they’ll be miserable. It is enough for my claim that 

there is moral agreement in the relevant sense if, at least given certain empirical claims about what future lives would most likely be like, all minimally plausible moral 
views would converge on the conclusion that we should try to save the world. While there are some non-crazy views that 

place significantly greater moral weight on avoiding suffering than on promoting happiness, for reasons others have offered (and for independent reasons I won’t get into here unless requested 
to), they nonetheless seem to be fairly implausible views. And even if things did not go well for our ancestors, I am optimistic that they will overall go fantastically well for our descendants, if we 
allow them to. I suspect that most of us alive today – at least those of us not suffering from extreme illness or poverty – have lives that are well worth living, and that things will continue to 
improve. Derek Parfit, whose work has emphasized future generations as well as agreement in ethics, described our situation clearly and accurately: “We live during the hinge of history. Given 
the scientific and technological discoveries of the last two centuries, the world has never changed as fast. We shall soon have even greater powers to transform, not only our surroundings, but 
ourselves and our successors. If we act wisely in the next few centuries, humanity will survive its most dangerous and decisive period. Our descendants could, if necessary, go elsewhere, 
spreading through this galaxy…. Our descendants might, I believe, make the further future very good. But that good future may also depend in part on us. If our selfish recklessness ends human 
history, we would be acting very wrongly.” (From chapter 36 of On What Matters)






DA — Healthcare Workers

HCW strikes cause exploding mortality rates and push thousands into poverty--- 
empirics from Kenya prove                                                                                                       
Waithaka et al. 20 Waithaka et al. International Journal for Equity in Health (2020) 19:23 https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-020-1131-

y //AHS

Also, important in the nature and length of the strikes, particularly the nurses’ strike, was the timing coinciding with national and local elections. 
Elections were already expected to be associated with unrest and to undermine the fragile public healthcare system [65]. While the timing may 
have been a strategy intended to add pressure on the government to meet the nurses demands, in fact it led to national and county leaders 
being distracted from the strike and its’ effects on patient and public safety. Our findings suggest a wide range of negative experiences. 
Disruptions to services and reduced admissions have also been documented by other studies by our 
group: one documented that the strikes resulted in marked reductions in admissions with 4 out of 13 
county hospitals having almost no admissions throughout the strikes another found that the nurses 
strike severely affected immunization services in government-run referral health facilities across the 
country [27, 30]. Our finding of no obvious dip in outpatient service utilization during the doctors’ strike 
specifically is potentially linked to the presence of nurses and other cadres (such as clinical officers) in 
outpatients, but a forthcoming paper will characterize further the effect of both the nurses’ and doctors’ 
strikes on in-patient admission. Our interviewees highlighted the devastating effects of service 
disruption on staff morale and on households, particularly for the poorest households. Given that about 
620,000 Kenyans are pushed below the national poverty line every year due to transport costs and 
health care payments even under ‘normal’ conditions [33], the impoverishing effect of the strike for 
the poorest households is likely to have been enormous. As with other sudden shocks to the health system [66], our 
findings support that the impoverishing effects of the strike are disproportionately felt by the poorest and most vulnerable. Beyond 
impoverishment, interviewees talked in dramatic terms about negative health-outcomes linked to the strikes, including deaths, with the poor 
again being the worst affected. A recent analysis of the effects of six previous nation-wide Kenyan strikes on 
mortality data in Kilifi County (before the 100 days doctors and the 150 days nurses strike) found a 75% 
increase in mortality among children aged 12–59 months during the strike period, but no change in 
overall mortality [24]. The authors noted that the lack of change in overall mortality could have been because the strikes between 2010 
and 2016 were relatively short, with only one lasting for more than a month (42 days). Evidence from other settings suggests that the effects of 
strikes on health outcomes are increased where emergency services are not available or the affected populations are not able to access viable 
(available and affordable) alternate healthcare services [1, 3, 19, 67, 68]. In Kenya, the Irimu et al (2018) study reviewing 
admissions in 13 public hospitals during the 2017 doctors’ and nurses strikes noted that ‘preventable 
deaths likely occurred on a massive scale’, particularly for the poor [27]. We identified similar perceptions in our 
study, but this may be in contrast with the more modest effects reported for prior strikes [24] . Given that the Kenyan public health system has 
faced a series of shocks and stressors over the decades, additional research that can provide more detailed data on the impact of the prolonged 
strikes on mortality over time is important


And it's not just one country---health care strikes disproportionately affect healthcare 
in LDCs                                                                                                                                                                               
Chima 13 Chima, S.C. Global medicine: Is it ethical or morally justifiable for doctors and other healthcare workers to go on strike?. BMC 

Med Ethics 14, S5 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6939-14-S1-S5 //AHS

Doctor and HCW strikes have become a global phenomenon with increasing incidence in many countries 
[1, 2] and the potential to impact negatively on the quality of healthcare service delivery and the 
doctor-patient relationship which is based primarily on the fiduciary duty of trust [3, 4]. HCW strikes are not 
limited to any society, group, or country regardless of their level of socio-economic development. In most democratic societies, strikes are a 
legitimate part of collective bargaining during labour negotiations [2–4]. Doctor and HCW strikes have been reported in highly developed 
countries such as USA [2, 5–7], UK [8]; New Zealand [9–11], Germany and France [2, 12]; middle income countries such as Israel [13, 14], India 
[15], Czech Republic [16], and South Africa [17–19]. Also in less developed countries such as Nigeria [20–22], Malawi [23] and Zambia [24] to 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-020-1131-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-020-1131-y
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name but a few. While HCW strikes occur globally, it appears the impact of strikes are more severely felt in 
less developed countries because of the poorer socio-economic circumstances and embedded 
infrastructural deficiencies. Such countries are generally confronted by issues of inadequate manpower, 
poor wages and working conditions [25], poor organizational ethics [26–28], and lack of viable 
alternative means of obtaining healthcare for the general population [29], thereby fulfilling the 
international criteria for vulnerability as defined by UNAIDS and other authorities [29, 30].


And quality healthcare in developing countries would prevent 6 million deaths per 
year---turns case and outweighs                                                                                             
Goldschmidt and Pate 19 hGabriel Goldschmidt and Muhammad Ali Pate, November 25, 2019, World Economic Forum. https://

www.weforum.org/agenda/2019/11/effects-and-costs-of-poor-quality-healthcare/ //AHS

What is the number one cause of death for sick people seeking treatment in developing countries? If 
you think it is lack of access to healthcare, think again. A recent report by The Lancet Global Health 
Commission on High Quality Health Systems found that 5.7 million people die in low and middle-income 
countries every year from poor quality healthcare compared with the 2.9 million who die from lack of 
access to care. In other words, in many countries, a person has a greater chance of dying from receiving 
poor quality care than from going without care entirely. At the UN General Assembly in September, 
heads of states and governments adopted a high-level declaration committing to achieving Universal 
Health Coverage (UHC) by 2030. This was an important political moment for global health and most 
welcome development. As we head down the path of UHC, we at the World Bank Group believe that 
now, more than ever, we must translate this commitment to concrete actions and place the issue of 
quality at the front and centre of our efforts.


https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2019/11/effects-and-costs-of-poor-quality-healthcare/
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DA---Econ


The Global Economy is stabilizing and set for increases in 2021 but is still vulnerable to 
shocks

World Bank 6-8 6-8-2021 "The Global Economy: on Track for Strong but Uneven Growth as COVID-19 
Still Weighs" https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2021/06/08/the-global-economy-on-track-
for-strong-but-uneven-growth-as-covid-19-still-weighs 


A year and a half since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the global economy is poised to stage its most robust post-
recession recovery in 80 years in 2021. But the rebound is expected to be uneven across countries, as major 

economies look set to register strong growth even as many developing economies lag. Global growth is expected to accelerate 
to 5.6% this year, largely on the strength in major economies such as the United States and China. And 
while growth for almost every region of the world has been revised upward for 2021, many continue to grapple with COVID-19 and what is likely 
to be its long shadow. Despite this year’s pickup, the level of global GDP in 2021 is expected to be 3.2% below 
pre-pandemic projections, and per capita GDP among many emerging market and developing economies 
is anticipated to remain below pre-COVID-19 peaks for an extended period. As the pandemic continues 
to flare, it will shape the path of global economic activity. 


Strikes hurt the Economy – two warrants:

1] They hurt critical core industries that is necessary for economic growth

McElroy 19 John McElroy 10-25-2019 "Strikes Hurt Everybody" https://www.wardsauto.com/
ideaxchange/strikes-hurt-everybody (MPA at McCombs school of Business)


This creates a poisonous relationship between the company and its workforce.  Many GM hourly 
workers don’t identify as GM employees. They identify as UAW members. And they see the union as the source of their jobs, not 
the company. It’s an unhealthy dynamic that puts GM at a disadvantage to non-union automakers in the U.S. like Honda and Toyota, where 
workers take pride in the company they work for and the products they make. Attacking the company in the media also drives 
away customers. Who wants to buy a shiny new car from a company that’s accused of underpaying its 
workers and treating them unfairly? Data from the Center for Automotive Research (CAR) in Ann Arbor, 
MI, show that GM loses market share during strikes and never gets it back. GM lost two percentage 
points during the 1998 strike, which in today’s market would represent a loss of 340,000 sales. Because 
GM reports sales on a quarterly basis we’ll only find out at the end of December if it lost market share 
from this strike. UAW members say one of their greatest concerns is job security. But causing a company to lose market 
share is a sure-fire path to more plant closings and layoffs. Even so, unions are incredibly important for boosting wages 
and benefits for working-class people. GM’s UAW-represented workers earn considerably more than their non-union counterparts, about 
$26,000 more per worker, per year, in total compensation. Without a union they never would have achieved that. Strikes are a powerful weapon 
for unions. They usually are the only way they can get management to accede to their demands. If not for the power of collective bargaining and 
the threat of a strike, management would largely ignore union demands. If you took away that threat, management would pay its workers 
peanuts. Just ask the Mexican line workers who are paid $1.50 an hour to make $50,000 BMWs. But strikes don’t just hurt the 
people walking the picket lines or the company they’re striking against. They hurt suppliers, car dealers 
and the communities located near the plants. The Anderson Economic Group estimates that 75,000 workers at supplier 
companies were temporarily laid off because of the GM strike. Unlike UAW picketers, those supplier workers won’t get any strike pay or an 
$11,000 contract signing bonus. No, most of them lost close to a month’s worth of wages, which must be financially devastating for them. GM’s 
suppliers also lost a lot of money. So now they’re cutting budgets and delaying capital investments to make up for 
the lost revenue, which is a further drag on the economy. According to CAR, the communities and states 
where GM’s plants are located collectively lost a couple of hundred million dollars in payroll and tax 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2021/06/08/the-global-economy-on-track-for-strong-but-uneven-growth-as-covid-19-still-weighs
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https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2021/06/08/the-global-economy-on-track-for-strong-but-uneven-growth-as-covid-19-still-weighs
https://www.wardsauto.com/ideaxchange/strikes-hurt-everybody
https://www.wardsauto.com/ideaxchange/strikes-hurt-everybody


revenue. Some economists warn that if the strike were prolonged it could knock the state of Michigan – 
home to GM and the UAW – into a recession. That prompted the governor of Michigan, Gretchen Whitmer, to call GM CEO 
Mary Barra and UAW leaders and urge them to settle as fast as possible. So, while the UAW managed to get a nice raise for its members, the 
strike left a path of destruction in its wake. That’s not fair to the innocent bystanders who will never regain what they lost. John McElroyI’m not 
sure how this will ever be resolved. I understand the need for collective bargaining and the threat of a strike. But there’s got to be a better way 
to get workers a raise without torching the countryside.


2] Strikes create a stigmatization effect over labor and consumption that devastates 
the Economy

Tenza 20, Mlungisi. "The effects of violent strikes on the economy of a developing country: a case of 
South Africa." Obiter 41.3 (2020): 519-537. (Senior Lecturer, University of KwaZulu-Natal)


When South Africa obtained democracy in 1994, there was a dream of a better country with a new vision 
for industrial relations.5 However, the number of violent strikes that have bedevilled this country in recent years seems to have 

shattered-down the aspirations of a better South Africa. South Africa recorded 114 strikes in 2013 and 88 strikes in 
2014, which cost the country about R6.1 billion according to the Department of Labour.6 The impact of 
these strikes has been hugely felt by the mining sector, particularly the platinum industry. The biggest strike 
took place in the platinum sector where about 70 000 mineworkers’ downed tools for better wages. Three major platinum producers (Impala, 
Anglo American and Lonmin Platinum Mines) were affected. The strike started on 23 January 2014 and ended on 25 June 2014. Business Day 
reported that “the five-month-long strike in the platinum sector pushed the economy to the brink of recession”. 7 This strike was closely 
followed by a four-week strike in the metal and engineering sector. All these strikes (and those not mentioned here) were 
characterised with violence accompanied by damage to property, intimidation, assault and sometimes 
the killing of people. Statistics from the metal and engineering sector showed that about 246 cases of intimidation were reported, 50 
violent incidents occurred, and 85 cases of vandalism were recorded.8 Large-scale unemployment, soaring poverty levels and the dramatic 
income inequality that characterise the South African labour market provide a broad explanation for strike violence.9 While participating 
in a strike, workers’ stress levels leave them feeling frustrated at their seeming powerlessness, which in 
turn provokes further violent behaviour.10 These strikes are not only violent but take long to resolve. 
Generally, a lengthy strike has a negative effect on employment, reduces business confidence and 
increases the risk of economic stagflation. In addition, such strikes have a major setback on the growth of 
the economy and investment opportunities. It is common knowledge that consumer spending is directly linked to economic 

growth. At the same time, if the economy is not showing signs of growth, employment opportunities are 
shed, and poverty becomes the end result. The economy of South Africa is in need of rapid growth to enable it to deal with the 

high levels of unemployment and resultant poverty. One of the measures that may boost the country’s economic 
growth is by attracting potential investors to invest in the country. However, this might be difficult as 
investors would want to invest in a country where there is a likelihood of getting returns for their 
investments. The wish of getting returns for investment may not materialise if the labour environment is 
not fertile for such investments as a result of, for example, unstable labour relations. Therefore, investors may 
be reluctant to invest where there is an unstable or fragile labour relations environment. 3 THE COMMISSION OF VIOLENCE DURING A STRIKE 
AND CONSEQUENCES The Constitution guarantees every worker the right to join a trade union, participate in the activities and programmes of a 
trade union, and to strike. 11 The Constitution grants these rights to a “worker” as an individual.12 However, the right to strike and any other 
conduct in contemplation or furtherance of a strike such as a picket13 can only be exercised by workers acting collectively.14 The right to strike 
and participation in the activities of a trade union were given more effect through the enactment of the Labour Relations Act 66 of 199515 
(LRA). The main purpose of the LRA is to “advance economic development, social justice, labour peace and the democratisation of the 
workplace”. 16 The advancement of social justice means that the exercise of the right to strike must advance the interests of workers and at the 
same time workers must refrain from any conduct that can affect those who are not on strike as well members of society. Even though the right 
to strike and the right to participate in the activities of a trade union that often flow from a strike17 are guaranteed in the Constitution and 
specifically regulated by the LRA, it sometimes happens that the right to strike is exercised for purposes not intended by the Constitution and 
the LRA, generally. 18 For example, it was not the intention of the Constitutional Assembly and the legislature that violence should be used 
during strikes or pickets. As the Constitution provides, pickets are meant to be peaceful. 19 Contrary to section 17 of the Constitution, the 
conduct of workers participating in a strike or picket has changed in recent years with workers trying to emphasise their grievances by causing 



disharmony and chaos in public. A media report by the South African Institute of Race Relations pointed out that between the years 1999 and 
2012 there were 181 strike-related deaths, 313 injuries and 3,058 people were arrested for public violence associated with strikes.20 The 
question is whether employers succumb easily to workers’ demands if a strike is accompanied by violence? In response to this question, one 
worker remarked as follows: “[T]here is no sweet strike, there is no Christian strike … A strike is a strike. [Y]ou want to get back what belongs to 
you ... you won’t win a strike with a Bible. You do not wear high heels and carry an umbrella and say ‘1992 was under apartheid, 2007 is under 
ANC’. You won’t win a strike like that.” 21 The use of violence during industrial action affects not only the strikers or picketers, the employer and 
his or her business but it also affects innocent members of the public, non-striking employees, the environment and the economy at large. In 
addition, striking workers visit non-striking workers’ homes, often at night, threaten them and in some cases, assault or even murder workers 
who are acting as replacement labour. 22 This points to the fact that for many workers and their families’ living conditions remain unsafe and 
vulnerable to damage due to violence. In Security Services Employers Organisation v SA Transport & Allied Workers Union (SATAWU),23 it was 
reported that about 20 people were thrown out of moving trains in the Gauteng province; most of them were security guards who were not on 
strike and who were believed to be targeted by their striking colleagues. Two of them died, while others were admitted to hospitals with serious 
injuries.24 In SA Chemical Catering & Allied Workers Union v Check One (Pty) Ltd,25 striking employees were carrying various weapons ranging 
from sticks, pipes, planks and bottles. One of the strikers Mr Nqoko was alleged to have threatened to cut the throats of those employees who 
had been brought from other branches of the employer’s business to help in the branch where employees were on strike. Such conduct was 
held not to be in line with good conduct of striking.26 These examples from case law show that South Africa is facing a problem that is affecting 
not only the industrial relations’ sector but also the economy at large. For example, in 2012, during a strike by workers employed by Lonmin in 
Marikana, the then-new union Association of Mine & Construction Workers Union (AMCU) wanted to exert its presence after it appeared that 
many workers were not happy with the way the majority union, National Union of Mine Workers (NUM), handled negotiations with the 
employer (Lonmin Mine). AMCU went on an unprotected strike which was violent and resulted in the loss of lives, damage to property and 
negative economic consequences including a weakened currency, reduced global investment, declining productivity, and increase 
unemployment in the affected sectors.27 Further, the unreasonably long time it takes for strikes to get resolved in the Republic has a negative 
effect on the business of the employer, the economy and employment. 3 1 Effects of violent and long strikes on the economy 
Generally, South Africa’s economy is on a downward scale. First, it fails to create employment opportunities for its people. 
The recent statistics on unemployment levels indicate that unemployment has increased from 26.5% to 27.2%. 28 The most prominent strike 
which nearly brought the platinum industries to its knees was the strike convened by AMCU in 2014. The strike started on 23 
January 2014 and ended on 24 June 2014. It affected the three big platinum producers in the Republic, 
which are the Anglo American Platinum, Lonmin Plc and Impala Platinum. It was the longest strike since 
the dawn of democracy in 1994. As a result of this strike, the platinum industries lost billions of rands.29 According to the report by 
Economic Research Southern Africa, the platinum group metals industry is South Africa’s second-largest export earner behind gold and 
contributes just over 2% of the country’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP).30 The overall metal ores in the mining industry which include platinum 
sells about 70% of its output to the export market while sales to local manufacturers of basic metals, fabricated metal products and various 
other metal equipment and machinery make up to 20%. 31 The research indicates that the overall impact of the strike in 2014 was driven by a 
reduction in productive capital in the mining sector, accompanied by a decrease in labour available to the economy. This resulted in a 
sharp increase in the price of the output by 5.8% with a GDP declined by 0.72 and 0.78%.32


Err Negative – over-estimate the effect on Strikes on the economy since traditional 
economic measures underestimate the damage.

Babb No Date Katrina Babb "Chapter 11: The Economic Impact of Unions" http://isu.indstate.edu/
conant/ecn351/ch11/chapter11.htm (Professor of Economic at Indiana State)


Strikes  Simple statistics on strike activity suggest that strikes are relatively rare and the associated aggregate economic losses 
are relatively minimal. Table 11-3 provides data on major work stoppages, defined as those involving 1000 or more workers and lasting 

at least one full day or one work shift. But these data can be misleading as a measure of the costliness of a strike. 
On the one hand, employers in the struck industry may have anticipated the strike and worked their labor force overtime to accumulate 
inventories to supply customers during the strike period, so that the work lost data overstates the actual loss. On the other hand, the amount 
lost can be understated by the data if production in associated industries ( those that buy inputs from 
the struck industry or sell products to it) is disrupted. As a broad generalization, the adverse effects of a 
strike on nonstriking firms and customers are likely to be greater when services are involved and less 
when products are involved. Remember, that strikes are the result of the failure of both parties to the 
negotiation, so it is inaccurate to attribute all of the costs associated with a strike to labor alone.


http://isu.indstate.edu/conant/ecn351/ch11/chapter11.htm
http://isu.indstate.edu/conant/ecn351/ch11/chapter11.htm


Economic Collapse goes Nuclear.

Tønnesson 15, Stein. "Deterrence, interdependence and Sino–US peace." International Area Studies 
Review 18.3 (2015): 297-311. (the Department of Peace and Conflict, Uppsala University, Sweden, and 
Peace research Institute Oslo (PRIO), Norway) 


Several recent works on China and Sino–US relations have made substantial contributions to the 

current understanding of how and under what circumstances a combination of nuclear 
deterrence and economic interdependence may reduce the risk of war between major powers. 

At least four conclusions can be drawn from the review above: first, those who say that interdependence may both 
inhibit and drive conflict are right. Interdependence raises the cost of conflict for all sides but 
asymmetrical or unbalanced dependencies and negative trade expectations may generate tensions leading to trade wars among inter-

dependent states that in turn increase the risk of military conflict (Copeland, 2015: 1, 14, 437; Roach, 2014). The risk may increase if one of the 

interdependent countries is governed by an inward-looking socio-economic coalition (Solingen, 2015); second, the risk of war 
between China and the US should not just be analysed bilaterally but include their allies and 
partners. Third party countries could drag China or the US into confrontation; third, in this context it is of some comfort that the three main 

economic powers in Northeast Asia (China, Japan and South Korea) are all deeply integrated economically through production networks within a 

global system of trade and finance (Ravenhill, 2014; Yoshimatsu, 2014: 576); and fourth, decisions for war and peace are 
taken by very few people, who act on the basis of their future expectations. International relations 

theory must be supplemented by foreign policy analysis in order to assess the value attributed by national decision-makers to economic 

development and their assessments of risks and opportunities. If leaders on either side of the Atlantic begin to 
seriously fear or anticipate their own nation’s decline then they may blame this on external dependence, 

appeal to anti-foreign sentiments, contemplate the use of force to gain respect or credibility, adopt 
protectionist policies, and ultimately refuse to be deterred by either nuclear arms or prospects 
of socioeconomic calamities. Such a dangerous shif could happen abruptly, i.e. under the instigation of 

actions by a third party – or against a third party. Yet as long as there is both nuclear deterrence and interdependence, the tensions in East Asia 
are unlikely to escalate to war. As Chan (2013) says, all states in the region are aware that they cannot count on support from either China or the 

US if they make provocative moves. The greatest risk is not that a territorial dispute leads to war under 
present circumstances but that changes in the world economy alter those circumstances in 
ways that render inter-state peace more precarious. If China and the US fail to rebalance their financial and trading 

relations (Roach, 2014) then a trade war could result, interrupting transnational production networks, 
provoking social distress, and exacerbating nationalist emotions. This could have unforeseen 
consequences in the field of security, with nuclear deterrence remaining the only factor to protect the world 

from Armageddon, and unreliably so. Deterrence could lose its credibility: one of the two great powers might gamble that 
the other yield in a cyber-war or conventional limited war, or third party countries might engage 

in conflict with each other, with a view to obliging Washington or Beijing to intervene.






On Case

Strikes fail and lead to backlash---decks solvency

Grant and Wallace 91 [Don Sherman Grant; Ohio State University; Michael Wallace; Indiana 
University; “Why Do Strikes Turn Violent?” University of Chicago Press; March 1991


3. Violent tactics.-Violent tactics are viewed by RM theorists exclu- sively as purposeful strategies by 
challengers for inciting social change with little recognition of how countermobilization strategies of 
elites also create violence. The role of elite counterstrategies has been virtually ig- nored in research on 
collective violence. Of course, history is replete with examples of elites' inflicting violence on challenging groups 
with the full sanction of the state. Typically, elite-sponsored violence occurs when the power resources and legal apparatus are so one-sidedly in 
the elites' favor that the outcome is never in doubt. In conflicts with weak insiders, elites may not act so openly unless weak insiders flaunt the 
law. Typically, elite strategies do not overtly promote violence but rather provoke violence by the other side 
in hopes of eliciting public condemnation or more vigorous state repression of challenger initiatives. This is a 

critical dynamic in struggles involving weak insiders such as unions. In these cases, worker violence, even when it appears justified, 

erodes public support for the workers' cause and damages the union's insider status. 


Increased strikes sabotage the economy – they cause major disruptions and lower 
income for workers.

Grabianowski 6 [Ed; Author and freelance writer. He’s worked as a contributing writer for io9, 
HowStuffWorks, and Sweethome. His fiction has appeared in Black Static, Fear Project, and other 
publications and anthologies, including Fear After Fear; “How Strikes Work,” HSW; 3/24/06; https://
money.howstuffworks.com/strike.htm] recut AHS


Labor strikes can cause major disruptions to industry, commerce and the lives of many people who aren't 

even connected to the strike itself. The Professional Air Traffic Controllers Association strike in 1981 resulted in the firing of 

thousands of air traffic controllers, and the New York City transit strike in late 2005 affected millions of people. The history of strikes 
and labor unions is a key chapter in the story of the Industrial Revolution. While the reasons behind strikes can be complex, they all boil down to 
two key elements: money and power. In this article, we'll find out how labor strikes have affected the balance of power between corporations 
and workers, what laws regulate strikes and learn about some important strikes in history. It's difficult to say when the first real labor strike 
occurred. The word "strike" was first used in the 1700s, and probably comes from to notion of dealing a blow to the employer [ref]. In 1786, a 
group of printers in Philadelphia requested a raise and the company rejected it. They stopped working in protest and eventually received their 
raise. Other professionals followed suit in the next few decades. Everyone in a city who practiced the same profession agreed to set prices and 
wages at the same rate. Members would shun anyone who diverged from the agreement, refusing to work in the same shop and forcing 
employers to fire them. By the 1800s, formal trade societies and guilds began to emerge. To have a strike today, you must have a union (though 
not necessarily an official union) -- an organization of workers that bargain collectively with an employer. Workers form unions because an 
individual worker is powerless compared to an employer, who can set low wages and long working hours as long as it adheres to labor laws. 
When workers combine to form a union, they collectively have enough power to negotiate with the employer. The main weapon the union has 
against the employer is the threat of a strike action. At its most basic level, a strike occurs when all the workers in the union 
stop coming to work. With no workers, the business shuts down. The employer stops making money, 
though it is still spending money on taxes, rent, electricity and maintenance. The longer the strike lasts, 
the more money the employer loses. Of course, the workers aren't getting paid either, so they're losing money as 

well. Some unions build up "war chests" -- funds to pay striking workers. But it isn't usually very much, and it's often not enough for a 
prolonged strike.


Strikes help explain why unions are more powerful than individuals. Imagine if an employer refuses to give a raise to an individual worker. She 
then decides to stop coming to work in protest. The employer simply fires her for not coming to work. That one worker has no power to 
influence the employer. However, it can be very costly for an employer to fire every single worker when a union goes on strike (though it has 
happened).


https://money.howstuffworks.com/strike.htm
https://money.howstuffworks.com/strike.htm
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